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Absract
Transformations of the administrative-territorial status of monoprofile cities of Donbas in the context of development of 
structural-settlement structure of the region in the late 1940s and 1980s are considered. The urgency of the study is due to the re-
form of decentralization in Ukraine – changes in the order of local self-government and territorial organization of power. Its goal 
is to create communities that are self-sufficient and effective in the economic, administrative and socio-cultural dimensions. In the 
course of reform, monoprofile cities often acquire the status of centers of united territorial communities. In assessing the relevance 
of such decisions to the purpose of the reform, it is advisable to examine the relationship of structural-settlement, socio-economic 
and administrative-territorial status of these cities in historical retrospect. It turns out that the monoprofile cities of the region are an 
industrial-urban phenomenon, the genesis of which influenced the formation of the specifics of the settlement structure of Donbas. 
During the study period, the number of such cities more than doubled, reaching more than sixty cities in the late 1980s. Their share 
among the settlements of the region with the administrative status of a city was at that time two thirds. The emergence of monopro-
file cities in the region in large numbers in the 1940s – 1980s is associated with government-industrial policy. At the same time, the 
structural and settlement importance of these settlements was reflected in their acquisition of the administrative-territorial status 
of region or district cities. From the beginning of the study period, the vast majority of cities with a narrow industrial base in the 
region belonged to the cities of district subordination, as they did not meet high enough urban criteria. In the urbanized region, in the 
presence of other, more powerful urban centers, the corresponding role in the administrative-territorial organization programmed 
the secondary nature of their structural settlement development. In particular, it did not contribute to the formation of micro-regions 
around these cities, which must be taken into account in the current conditions of reforming local self-government and territorial 
organization in the country.
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1. Introduction
The development of the settlement structure of urbanized regions is associated with 
the problem of spreading the «urban environment», its compliance with the administrative 
boundaries of urban settlements and their administrative status [1, p. 64–65]. Important is 
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the question of the mutual influence of economic, social processes and forms of administra-
tive-territorial organization.
In recent years, the urgency of studying the structural and settlement features of Donbas (in 
the version of its definition as the territory of Donetsk and Luhansk regions), in connection with the 
decentralization reform – changing the order of local government and territorial organization, as well 
as developing a regional development strategy [2] increased. Donbas is the most urbanized region of 
Ukraine: as of January 1, 2020, about 90 % of its inhabitants were urban population [3]. Seventy of the 
eighty-nine cities of Donbas [4] belong to the category of cities with a narrow economic base. In the 
scientific literature they are referred to as «monofunctional» [5], «monoprofile» [6], «monocities» [7, 8]. 
Sixty-eight of these settlements received the urban status during the existence of the USSR [9]. Many 
similar cities today in the process of decentralization reform are given the status of administrative 
centers of the newly formed united territorial communities [10, p. 39]. The development of social 
infrastructure of the centers is expected due to the growth of economic capacity of communities, 
including due to the development of city-forming production [11, p. 54–55].
Dozens of monoprofile cities, which now make up about half of the urban fund of Donbas, 
appeared in the decades immediately preceding the era of Ukraine’s independence [9]. This means 
that at that time the economic-industrial, architectural-planning processes in the region determined 
the transformations of its settlement structure, influenced the prospects for its further development. 
In this regard, the question arises about the nature of the formation of these cities in the system of 
settlement interaction in the Donbas, in particular – in its administrative-territorial aspect.
The aim of the work is to highlight the nature of the administrative formation of monopro-
file cities of Donbas in the late 1950s – 1980s in the context of transformations of the settlement 
structure of the region.
2. Materials and methods
The monoprofile cities of Donbas as an object of study have especially attracted the atten-
tion of researchers in the last decade. Economic, historical and cultural issues of these cities in the 
context of urban and regional studies were studied by K. Kuzina, V. Kulikov, I. Sklokina [12] and 
others. Among the researchers of the history of Donbas, in whose works this topic is significantly 
covered, we should mention V. Smoliy, S. Kulchytsky, L. Yakubova [13]. In the researches of these 
authors the exclusive role of the accelerated development of the industry in fundamental shifts of 
the settlement structure of the region is proved, including through the emergence of a large number 
of monoprofile cities. The history of administrative-territorial changes in the USSR was studied 
by J. Vermenych, O. Androschuk [14, 15] and others. At that administrative and organizational 
features of formation of monocities of Donbass, their value in the structural-settlement interaction 
didn’t become a subject of separate consideration.
The paper uses sources of an official nature of the existence of the USSR, which contain in-
formation on the implementation of the state administrative-territorial policy in the region. Among 
them – decrees, resolutions, orders of the authorities, included in the collection «History of the 
administrative-territorial division of the Donetsk region in 1919–2000» [16]. An important place 
is occupied by archival materials – projects of zoning of Donbas and development of cities of the 
republic, performed by research institutions [17, 18], and the development of the classification of 
cities of the USSR [19]. Statistical materials [3, 20] reference books on the administrative-territorial 
structure of the USSR in the 1940s, 1970s [21, 22], etc. were also used.
The study uses the following methods: historical retrospective, problem-chronological, his-
torical-genetic, historical-typological, statistical.
3. Results 
In the Donbas at the beginning of the study period there was an extensive system of urban 
settlements – 49 cities and 173 urban-type settlements [21, p. 79, 467]. It arose as a result of rapid 
urbanization, associated with the forced industrialization processes of the 1920s and 1930s. At that 
the then provisions on bringing production closer to raw material sources and methods of building 
socialist cities with a mandatory «proletarian core» stipulated the emergence of more than three 
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dozen monoprofile cities in the region, which accounted for about two-thirds of the region’s urban 
fund. At the same time in the USSR there was a hierarchy of cities – republican, regional and 
district subordination, which took shape after the establishment in the early 1930’s rules of admin-
istrative division of the republic into regions, composed of districts [16, p. 77]. Acquisition of the 
status depended primarily on the population; cities became district ones, the number of inhabitants 
of which did not exceed 50 thousand people [14, p. 134]. The administrative importance of mono-
profile cities in the region was different (Table 1).
Table 1
Administrative importance of the cities of Donbas in the late 1940s [19, sheet. 11; 21, p. 79, 467].
Number of cities of regional importance / monoprofile of 
which
Number of cities of district importance / monoprofile of 
which
Stalin region Voroshilovgrad region Stalin region Voroshilovgrad region 
12/2 5/1 16/14 16/13
Together in two regions: 17/3 Together in two regions: 32/27 
The total number of cities in the region was 49, of which monoprofile was 30. At the same 
time, both in the republic as a whole and in Donbas, «district» cities accounted for about two-thirds 
of cities; at the same time in the region among the latter the absolute majority were monoprofile 
cities. Their number continued to grow: at the end of the post-war reconstruction phase, in 1953, 
two mining villages in the Donbass received the status of a city – Dobropillya and Shakhtarsk.
At the same time, the structural and settlement importance of the mono-cities of the region 
was not dominant: there was their «attraction» to large multifunctional cities with a developed 
socio-cultural infrastructure. This was especially the case in ten «urban nodes» (where agglomera-
tions were formed) – Stalin-Makeyevsky, Lysychansky-Rubezhansky, Voroshilovgradsky, Chistya-
kov-Snizhnyansky, Kadyevsk-Alchevsky, Horlivsky, Krasnodon-Sorokinsky, Bokov-Khrustalsky, 
Krasnoarmeysky and Prytoretsky [17, sheet. 30, 82–83].
It should be noted, that the phenomenon of «satellite cities» in Donbas could be formed 
regardless of administrative status. Thus, Avdiivka, entering the Yasynuvata City Council, was in 
fact a «satellite city» of Stalino, primarily due to the dominance of the latter in the industrial and 
socio-cultural spheres. Instead, Chasiv-Yar, as a «satellite city» of Artemivsk, belonged to its City 
Council [21, p. 472, 476].
Changes in the administrative and territorial organization in the region took place in the 
second half of the 1950s and mid-1960s. This time is politically connected with «Khrushchev’s 
thaw», and economically – with attempts to carry out repeated «catching up» modernization in the 
«Soviet country». In the context of socio-economic tasks of this time, the criteria for streamlining 
the status of settlements were updated. Thus, on December 30, 1956, the Presidium of the Verkhov-
na Rada of the USSR issued a Decree «On the Procedure for Assigning Settlements to the Category 
of Cities, Urban-Type Settlements, and Worker Settlements of the Ukrainian SSR.» According to 
this document, in order to obtain the status of a city, the settlement needed to have not only a strong 
industrial base and communal services, but also a developed state housing stock, social and cultural 
infrastructure. The number of inhabitants had to be at least 10,000, employed mainly in industrial 
production (taking into account both workers and employees and members of their families). The 
number of inhabitants of urban-type settlements had to be at least 2 thousand people, worker settle-
ments – at least 500 people [14, p. 136].
In the late 1950s, the urbanization of the region intensified. Most urban settlements at that time 
were urban-type ones (there were 314 of them), 62 settlements had the status of cities – 13 more than 
in the late 1940s. It is significant, that all of the new cities were monoprofile. The growing structural 
and settlement weight of such cities in Donbas at this time is largely due to «Komsomol buildings». 
The urban population in the region at that time was about 5,500 thousand people, more than 80 % of 
the population of the region [20, p. 26]. By the mid-1960s, the total number of settlements with admin-
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istrative status in the region had grown by more than two dozen. At the same time, city formation took 
place both through the establishment of settlements around new industrial facilities (primarily mines; as 
an example, Novodruzhesk, Yunokomunarivsk, etc.) and by allocating the former districts of Stakhan-
ov – Bryanka and Kirovsk as separate cities [23, p. 277]. There was also a union of cities – monoprofile 
Proletarsk, as well as Verkhniy and Lysychansk [23, p. 452].
It should be noted the impact since then on the administrative and organizational processes 
in the region, declared by the party and government leadership «blurring the boundaries between 
urban and rural areas.» This provided for the creation of «agro-cities» with a high level of utilities, 
infrastructure and more. The implementation of this policy can be considered the granting of the 
status of a city of Alexandrovsk, Luhansk region – settlement with a limited industrial and demo-
graphic base [23, p. 124]. It is also worth mentioning the impact of structural and administrative 
experiments of the USSR government on the administrative status of cities in the region. Thus, due 
to the creation of «regional industrial councils» by the Decree of the Presidium of the Verkhovna 
Rada of the USSR of December 30, 1962, it included more than fifty important industrial settle-
ments in the category of cities of regional importance. Among them were the cities of the Donetsk 
region: Dzerzhinsk, Krasnoarmeysk, Snizhne and Khartsyzsk, as well as Luhansk region – Sverd-
lovsk and Severodonetsk [16, p. 170–171]. Four of these six cities were monoprofile; regional im-
portance was lost by them after the abolition of this division.
At the stage of partial economic reforms in the mid-1960s and early 1970s, administrative 
and territorial transformations in the region continued to be determined primarily by the govern-
ment economic policy. The weight of profile governmental, research and specialized design insti-
tutions has increased in the planning of relevant changes. Thus, in the late 1960s, the government 
of the USSR developed issues of urban conditions and prospects for the development of the city 
network of the republic for the ninth or tenth part of the five-year plan. Numerous institutions were 
involved in this process at the level of meetings, hearings, preparation of conclusions, etc. Among 
them were: the State Committee for Construction of the USSR (primarily the district planning 
department), the State Planning Committee of the USSR, the State Institute of Urban Planning, 
the Urban Development Group of the Council for the Study of Productive Forces of the Academy 
of Sciences of the USSR [24]. It is important to note, that at this stage there was an attempt by the 
government to «unload large cities» in industrial terms [18].
However, qualitative changes in industrial and urban policy, in particular – in the trans-
formation of monoprofile cities into multiprofile ones – have not happened at this time. The 
total number of cities in the USSR at the beginning of 1972 was 390, of which 2 were of nation-
al importance, 111 – of regional importance; there were 884 urban-type settlements. At that 
time, urban settlements of Donbas accounted for 26 % of the republic’s urban fund; cities of 
the region accounted for 21 % of the cities of the USSR [22, p. 5]. At the same time, the share 
of monoprofile settlements in the region among cities of regional and district importance has 
changed somewhat (Table 2).
Table 2
Administrative status of Donbas cities in the early 1970s [22, p. 53–55, p. 97–100]
Number of cities of regional importance / of which are 
monoprofile
Number of cities of district importance / of which are 
monoprofile
Donetsk region Voroshilovgrad region Donetsk region Voroshilovgrad region 
19/7  14/10 30/30 20/17
Together in two regions: 33/17 Together in two regions: 50/47 
Thus, in the Donetsk region at that time there were 49 cities and 141 urban-type settlements. 
Among 19 cities of regional subordination, monoprofile ones were about 2/5, while among 30 cities 
of district subordination, all were monoprofile ones [22, p. 97–100]. In the Voroshilovgrad region 
at that time there were 34 cities and 104 urban-type settlements. The total number of cities in the 
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region was 83; 64 of them were monoprofile – more than 77 % of cities. Taking into account ur-
ban-type settlements, the share of monoprofile cities of Donbas was 19.5 % of the total number 
of urban settlements. Their administrative weight in the region at this time was significant, as 
among 14 cities of regional subordination, monoprofile ones accounted for 2/3. At the same time, 
among the cities of district subordination, settlements of this category were the absolute majori-
ty – more than 4/5 cities [22, p. 53–55]. It can be argued that, despite the government’s attention 
to industrial and urbanization processes, attempts to increase their scientific and methodological 
level, the structural and settlement development of Donbas at this stage took place under an iner-
tial scenario. At that time, only monoprofile cities received the status of a city, due to which their 
relative number grew among cities of regional importance, and especially among district ones. It 
is noteworthy, that at that time four times fewer settlements than at the previous stage received 
the city status in the region – only five: in 1966 – monoprofile Bilytske, Belozerske, Zhdanovka, 
Novoazovsk; in 1972 – Sukhodolsk [9].
In the following years, at the stage of curtailment of reforms and escalation of crisis phe-
nomena in the mid-1970s – mid-1980s, the settlement structure hardly changed (Table 3), due to 
the decrease in the intensity of urbonogenesis.
Table 3
Administrative status of Donbas cities in the late 1970s [25, p. 37–39, p. 68–71]
Number of cities of regional importance / of which are 
monoprofile
Number of cities of district importance / of which are 
monoprofile
Donetsk region Voroshilovgrad region Donetsk region Voroshilovgrad region 
20/8 14/10 29/29 23/21
Together in two regions: 34/18 Together in two regions: 52/50
On January 1, 1979 in the Donetsk region, there were 49 cities and 134 “urban-type set-
tlements”. Among the cities of regional subordination in the Donetsk region, monoprofile ones 
accounted for almost half; at the same time, all cities of district importance were monoprofile. At 
the same time, 18 of them were “satellite cities” – subordinated to the city councils of other cit-
ies [25, p. 68–71]. In the Voroshilovgrad region at that time, there were 37 cities and 105 urban-type 
settlements. Thus from the cities of regional subordination monoprofile again made about 2/3; 
among the cities of district subordination, almost all (except “atypical” Kreminna and Starobilsk) 
are monoprofile. At that time, 12 cities were subordinated to the City Councils of other cities in the 
region, one (Oleksandrivka) was part of the Artemivsk district of Voroshilovgrad [25, p. 37–39].
At the last stage of the period under study – a time of the acute socio-economic crisis and 
attempts to radically reform the Soviet economic system in the second half of the 1980s – structur-
al and settlement transformations in the region virtually stopped. Thus, in 1987 the situation here 
was almost the same as in the previous decade, except for the appearance of another «urban-type 
settlement» in the Donetsk region [26, p. 64]. For two years in the Donetsk region, the settlement 
of Vugledar became a city of district subordination [9]. In total, at the end of the 1980s, there were 
sixty-eight monoprofile cities in the region, with a total of eighty-seven cities; the vast majority of 
which were cities of district importance.
4. Results and discussion 
According to the study, in the period from the late 1940s to the late 1980s there were 
intensive urbanization processes in the Donbas, the number of cities has almost doubled. At the 
same time, despite significant absolute quantitative changes, the share of monoprofile cities in 
the Donbas at this time was constantly more than 2/3 of the settlements with the status of a city. 








Industrial and urban processes in the region at this time led to the consolidation of the ad-
ministrative specifics of monoprofile cities. This primarily concerned the belonging to the category 
of regional or district cities, the criterion for which was mainly the population number. Already at 
the beginning of the study period, the vast majority of the thirty cities with a narrow industrial base 
in the region (9/10) belonged to the cities of district subordination. In four decades, the number of 
monoprofile cities has more than doubled, reaching 64 settlements in the late 1980s. At the same 
time, about 4/5 of the settlements of this category belonged to the cities of district subordination. 
More than 2/5 of the monoprofile cities in the region at the end of the study period belonged to the 
so-called «satellite cities», included in the city councils of other cities. This circumstance should 
have especially complicated their socio-cultural development, programming the «attraction» of the 
population to cities of regional importance as more powerful centers of urban life.
5. Conclusions 
1. The development of the administrative-territorial organization of Donbas in the late 
1940s and 1980s is largely connected with the phenomenon of monoprofile cities. At the same 
time, changes in the status of these cities have led to the absolute dominance of cities of district 
subordination among them in the region.
2. The specificity of this administrative-territorial status in the urbanized region influenced 
the fact that the monoprofile cities were assigned secondary importance in the structural settlement 
interaction.
3. Due to the effect of the administrative factor in Donbas, the formation of microregions 
around mono-profile cities was complicated. This was especially true for the so-called «satellite 
cities», subordinated to the city councils of other ones.
These historical circumstances must be taken into account today in the context of decentral-
ization reform in Ukraine, during the formation of united territorial communities around monopro-
file cities in the region.
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